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This is a Pre- Appeal Brief Request for Review from the final rejection set forth in 
an Office Action dated March 13, 2006, ("the Office Action"), and as maintained without 
explanation by an Advisory Action of May 11, 2006, ("the Advisory Action"), finally 
rejecting claims 1, 4-7, 12-13, 25, 28-31, and 36-37 and objecting to claims 8-11, 15-24, 
32-35, and 39-48 as being dependent on rejected base claims. Applicants respectfully 
submit that there is clear factual error with regard to the respective rejection or objection of 
each of the pending claims. Claims 1-48 are currently pending, of which claims 1 and 25 
are independent. 



Claims 1 and 25 recite "acquiring a pattern at the compressor." The rejection of 



Clear Error Regarding "Acquiring a Pattern at the Compressor 



claims 1 and 25, set forth in the Office Action at page 2, contains clear factual error, 
because it erroneously asserted that Dorward, at column 6, lines 41-64, discloses this 
feature. Dorward shows no such thing. 

The cited passage of Dorward contains no mention of acquiring any kind of pattern. 
The word "pattem" is not even used, nor is the word "acquire" used in any form. Instead, 
Dorward indicates that an input data stream is received, and successfully received packets 
are examined to determine their history state. Dorward explicitly states that the history state 
of the packets is "a function of the acknowledgment vector." 

As explained in detail in the response filed April 26, 2006, ("the Response") at pages 
4-5, Dorward does not acquire a pattern, and does not need to acquire a pattern because 
Dorward is able to identify history state of the packets by examining the acknowledgement 
vector associated with each one. Accordingly, not only is there no disclosure by Dorward 
of "acquiring a pattem at the compressor" there is no reason to modify Dorward to include 
such a feature. 

Clear Error Regarding "By Determining a Function According to a Stream" 

The rejection also contains clear error with regard to "by determining a function 
according to a stream" as recited by claims 1 and 25. The Office Action erroneously 
asserted that column 6, lines 41-64 also disclosed this feature of the claimed invention. 

The cited passage, however, does not disclose or suggest determining a function 
according to a stream. Even assuming that "history state" corresponds to the claimed 
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"function" (not admitted), the history state of Dorward is not determined '"according to a 
stream" but according to an acknowledgement vector contained in a successfully received 
packet. Again, there is no reason to modify Dorward to determine "a function according to 
a stream" because the acknowledgement vector for each packet provides its history state. 
Clear Error Regarding "Making Sure a Decompressor is Synchronized with the 

Compressor according to the Pattern" 

Claims 1 and 25 recite "making sure a decompressor is synchronized with the 
compressor according to the pattem." The rejection of claims 1 and 25 contains clear error, 
because the rejection erroneously asserted that column 7, lines 22-37 of Dorward discloses 
this feature. Dorward discloses no such thing. 

The cited passage does not describe making sure that a decompressor is 
synchronized with a compressor, nor does the cited passage describe doing so according to 
a pattem. The words "synchronize" and "pattem" do not even appear in the cited passage 
in any form. Instead, the passage refers to the procedure of including an acknowledgement 
vector and/or sequence number in the header of a packet. 

The disclosure of sending an acknowledgement vector and/or sequence number in 
the header of a packet cannot reasonably be viewed as being sufficient to anticipate 
"making sure a decompressor is synchronized with the compressor." Even assuming, 
however, that it were sufficient for that purpose, it surely does not disclose or suggest the 
further limitation "according to the pattem," As noted in the Response at page 5, lines 5-7, 
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Dorward does not acquire a pattern based on anything. Dorward is not interested in patterns 
- Dorward is interested in history-based compression. Accordingly, Dorward has no 
motivation to look for, much less acquire, patterns. 
Clear Error Regarding "Sending a Compressed Packet According to the Pattern" 
Claims 1 and 25 recite "sending a compressed packet according to the pattern." The 
rejection of claims 1 and 25 contains clear error, because the rejection erroneously asserted 
that column 7, lines 46-54 of Dorward discloses this feature. Dorward discloses no such 
feature. 

The cited passage, like the two previously cited passages, does not describe 
performing any operation "according to [a] pattern." Even assuming the cited passage 
disclosed "sending a compressed packet" (not admitted), the cited passage certainly does 
not disclose doing so according to a pattern. 

Moreover, in the clearly erroneous analysis of "acquiring a pattern at the 
compressor" the Office Action took the position that such a feature was disclosed by 
column 6, lines 41-64, which discusses the "acknowledgement vector" but not the 
"sequence number" of the packet. In the rejection of this feature, however, the Office 
Action cited a portion that discusses only the "sequence number" and not the 
"acknowledgement vector." The second passage that the Office Action cited, column 7, 
lines 22-37 clearly shows that the acknowledgement vector and the sequence number are 
two distinct items. Accordingly, even if the clearly erroneous analysis of "acquiring a 
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pattern at the compressor" were right (not admitted), the analysis of "sending a compressed 
packet according to the pattern" must clearly be erroneous, because the word "the" 
precedes the word "pattem," which requires the pattern to be the same pattem previously 
discussed, and not a separate and distinct pattem. 



As can be seen from the above brief discussion and the detailed discussion in the 



Response, the rejection of claims 1 and 25 contains clear factual error. Dorward does not 
teach all of the elements of any of the claims. The deficiencies of Dorward discussed above 
are not remedied by Chuah, which the Office Action cited for other reasons with regard to 
certain of the dependent claims. Claims 2-24 and 26-48 depend from claims 1 and 25 
respectively and recite additional limitations. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that 
each of claims 1-48 recites subject matter that is not taught in Dorward, Chuah, or the 
combination thereof. Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the rejection of claims 
1-48 be reversed, and that this application be passed to issue. 
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